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For Zion's onlee will I not hold my Peace, 
until the Righteousness thereof go forth as brightness and the 


Lamp that Burneth.—Isaiah Ixii: 1. 
A REPLY TO THE 
FATHERS. 


PASSIONIST 


Oup Str 
Treats or 


Tue Recror or 
Mareienean, 


KILITY’ AND Srows Wuy 


Micnarr’s Cuuren, 
“Paran INrauu 
Greek anp AN 
Accerr [Tr 
FeLLowsuipe with THe CHurcH oF 


GLICAN Carnonics CANNOT AND 
Rome on 
Basis. 


IIer Presexnr Docmaric 


Such was the heading in the Salem (Mass. ) 
News to the letter of the Rev. W. M. Partridge, 
which was made the basis of the Editorial i 
the last Lame. <As the letter 
contains a summary of about everything that 


issue of The 
is supposed to constitute the difference between 
and the Chureh of 
Rome, culminating in an claborate 


the Anglican Communion 
series of 
questions relating to the Dogma of Papal In 
fallibility, we have determined to republish it 
for the critical examination of our readers, 
with a view to answering two very important 
questions, 

(1) Are the doctrinal differences between 
the Anglican Church and the Church of Rome 
as great as they are popularly assumed to be? 

(2) Is the Dogma of Papal Infallibility, 
when rightly understood, an insuperable bar- 
rier to Reunion? 


GRAYMOOR, GARRISON, Be Fx 


peeary as een wate matter pe 4, 1906, at the P. O. at Garrison, N. Y., under Act of Congress March 3, 1879. 


the high standards 


mission T find, 


FEBRUARY, 1909. No. 2, 


and for Jerusalem's sake I will not rest 
Salvation thereof as a 


rHE INTRODUCTION, 
That part of the Rev. Mr. 
which is subjoined may be called The Introduc- 
tion. "The rest of the letter will 
columns later. 
To the Editor of The News 


You have lately given so much 


Part ridge’s letter 


appear in our 


space to reporting the 
mission recently held by Passionist Or 
der at the Church of the 
lem, that in’ the 


you to kindly 


priests of the 


lmomaculate Conception, Sa 


spirit of fairness | am going to ask 


allow me, as also a priest of apostolic 


succession, to say a few words in all good will on the 


“other side” in order that our many good Roman Cath 


olic friends and others may understand why there are 


in the world) to-day  thous?nds of clergy (bishops, 


priests and deacons) and hundreds upon hundreds of 
though Catholie and 


to the See of Rome 


thersands of lay people, who 


ipostolic, refuse to vield allegiance 
some of us do not realize that) the 


United States is a 


It is not because 
Roman Chureh in’ the tremendous 


power for righteousness; nor heeause we do not admire 


madoounselfish lives of her elergy in 
this country: nor vet because we do neat ippreciate the 
devotion of her 
splendid institutions. We 
this and thank God for it. 


with the 


hearty and) generous people or her 


charitable gladly admit all 


Our difference ftoman Church is this: We 


believe on histerie grounds that she has added Papal 
doctrines to the ancient Catholic ind apostolic faith 
of the ages 

Now in looking over the sermon reports of the above 


with the one exception of an explanation 


of our Lord's Presence in the Eucharist, no mention of, 


or even allusion to, these doctrines to which I have 
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just referred and which every intelligent person knows 
ne suthoritatively taught in the Roman Church to- 
day; but instead, LE note simply those tenets believed by 
Ul branches of the historic, apostolic Church For ex- 
amples, all ipostolic Christians beheve in the doctrines 


\tonement; the 


of the Trinity; the Tnearnation; the 
Resurrection; the Second Ndvent; One Catholic and 
\postoltic Church; the real objective Presence of Our 
Saviour in the Poly Eucharist (though we do not ae- 
cept the Roman theory of ‘Transubstantiation). \ll 
Catholics believe ina, divinely instituted ministry of 
bishops, priests, and deacons coming down to us through 
valid steeession from Our Redeemer and Plis  Apos- 
tles; and the statement in the Book of Common Prayer 
that “Almighty God, the Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, Whe desireth not the death of a) sinner, but 
rather that he may turn from his wickedness and tive, 
bath given power and commandment to Tlis ministers 
te declare and) prenounce to Lis people, being peni- 
tent, the absolution and) remission of their sins.” We 
Ul believe the Bible and that the Church should in- 
terpret it 

In these sermon reports, bosay, P fail to discover any 
reference to, or expounding of doctrines taught ex 


clusively by the 


MODERN KOMAN CHURCH 


such as the Supremes of the Bishop of Rome; his “In 
> the “Cul- 


tus” oor Worship (hy pherdulia) of the Blessed) Virgins 


fallibility >" the Adoration of Sacred lnages 
the Invocation of Saints: the Tnmaculate Conception of 
St. Mary by her mother, St. \nne; the Roman theory of 
Purgatery woncerning the intermediate state; Induly 
ences; or the Dental of the Chalice to the laitws in 
short, TP ofail to find) those doetrines mentioned or al 
luded to which differentiate the Roman Ghureh of to 
day from the other ancient branches of the One Hols 
Cathohe and Npostelic Church founded by our Lord: 
mab vet, if TP oaistake mot, the preachers of this mis 
sion clatmed to be setting forth the peculiar doctrines 
of the Roman Church! 
THE ALLEGED POINTS OF DIFFERENCE, 

We need not dwell upon the points of agres 
ment, which Mr. Partridge quite truly deelares. 
exist between the Church of Rome, the Graeco 
Russian and the Anwlican Chureh. but suppose 
We pass tnmediately to the consideration of 
those doctrines, whieh he alleges are “taught 
exclusively by the modern) Roman Chureh.”" 
These he enumerates as follows: 


1. Phe Supremacy of the Bishop of Rome: | 


His Infallibility ; 


, 
%. The Adoration of Sacred Images ; 


bt. ‘The Cultus or Worship (hyper-dulia) 
of the Blessed Virgin; 

5. The Invocation of Saints; 

6. The humaculate Conception of St. Mary; 
7. Purgatory; 

8. Indulgences ; 

9, The Denial of the Chalice to the Laity. 

‘The consideration by us of Nos, 1 and 2 had 
best be reserved till we come to Part ‘wo of 
Mr. Partridge’s letter, where Papal Supremacy 
and Infallibility are subjected to special treat 
nent, 


IMAGE WORSHIP, 


In regard to No. 3, the Adoration of Sacred 
Images, it is to be borne in mind that the only 
distinction which exists on this point between 
the Latins of the West and the Greeks of the 
Kast is that the Easterns confine their venera- 
tion to sacred icons, or images which are 
“painted or executed in mosaic or other ma 
terial,” whereas the Catholies of the West ven- 
erate saered statues and carved images — of 
Christ and the Saints as well as holy pictures. 
The principle is precisely the same and in strict 
theological language the worship of Sacred 
Tages covers both the practice of the East 
and the West, so that it is not true to say that 
“the Adoration of Sacred Images” is taught ea- 
clusively by the modern Roman Chureh.” The 
Eneyclopedia Britannica SLVS: 

“At the Council of Trent the Church of Rome finally 
formulated the doetrine on the subject of images which 
is still of authority within its Communion. That doe- 
trine Is avowedly based on the decrees of the Second 
Council of Nice’ (recognized by Rome and Constanti- 
nople as the 7th General Coun il). “It is declared that 
Images of Christ, the Virgin Mary, and other saints are 
to be set up and retained, especially in Churches, and 
that ‘due’ honour and veneration are to be accorded 
them by kissing and) prostration. Warnings are ap- 
pended, however, against their superstitious abuse some- 
What in the spirit of Gregory the Great's letter and of 
the decision of the Frankfort synod” (See art. on Image 
Worship). 

The iconoclastic spirit of the Puritan re 
formers, once rampant within as well as without 
the Anglican Church, is rapidly disappearing. 
Catholic minded Anglicans are quite as de- 
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voted to the crucifix and to sacred images of 
the Mother of God, as are our Roman brethren 
It is the Greek icon we are, for the most part. 
strangers to, not the graven images or the 
sacred paintings held in reverent honour by the 
faithful “in the modern Roman Church.” 
THE CULTUS OF THE BLESSED VIRGIN. 
Again, when Mr. Partridge enfimerates “the 
cultus of the Blessed Virgin” as among the doe 
trines which care “taught exclusively by the 
modern Roman Chureh.” he blunders tremen 
With one hundred million Orthodox 
Easterns rivalling, if they do not surpass, the 
Catholies to the Holy 
Mother of God, it is hard to understand how 
“the rector of old St. Michael’s, Marblehead.” 


could have been betrayed into such a misrepre 


dously. 


devotion of Roman 


sentation. 
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ern” would seem to imply that these were the 
“Papal doctrines” whieh he claims 
Rome has “added to the ancient and apostolic 
faith of the ages.” 


Whether this is true of Papal Supremacy 


land Infallibilitvy we shall have occasion to con 


| sider later. but that it is in no sense true of the 


| late Dr. 


Invocation of the Saints can be most easily 
proven. Plenty of Anglican authorities could 
he mentioned in support of this assertion. The 
treatise on the 


Percival’s subject 


j abounds with quotations from the ancient fath 


j regarding the practice 


| ers, leaving no room for any one to dispute the 


Thorndike, while 


unfavorably is. con 


antiquity of the practice. 


| strained to acknowledge that direct) invoeation 


Teons of the Blessed Virgin are to be found | 


everywhere in Russia, not only in the churches. 
but in private dwellings, work shops and even 
in the railway carriages, and they are univer 
sally saluted with marks of religious veneration 


The addresses made to the Blesed Virgin in 


| Nyssen, Cyrils both, Ambrose, 


| gustine, Chrysostom, Theodoret, 


had its “heginning in the flourishing times of 
the Church after Constantine. "Phe lights of 
the Greek and Latin Church. Basil, Nazianzen, 
Jerome, Au 


Fulgentius, 


| Gre gory the Great, Leo, more or rather all 
lafter that time. have all of them spoken to the 


saints departed and desired their assistance” 


the oriental liturgies and the titles given her | 
| wari, § 80). 


are much more numerous and elaborate than 
any to be found in’ the Roman missal Let 
the following suffice for illustration : 

“Our most holy, immaculate, and most glo 
rious Lady, Mother of God, and ever Virgin 
Mary.” Three times repeated, 
St. James.) 


“The most holy. most glorious, immaculate, 


(Liturgy of 


aecumulated with blessings, our Lady. Mother 
of God, and ever Virgin Mary” (Alevandrian 
Liturgy of St. Basil). 

“In thee, who hadst no affinity. with any 
guilt whatsoever, do IT place my entire hope. 
No one was ever without culpability like thee, 
O Lady, nor undefiled like thee, O subject to no 
stain” (Quoted by Abbot Gueranger in Mem 
oire sur la Question de UT? Immaculé Concep- 
tion, p. T7). 

THE INVOCATION OF THE SAINTS. 

Mr. Partridge not ‘only limits the doctrines 
he mentions as “erclasively” belonging to the 
Roman Church, but by adding the word “mod- 


(Of the Laws of the Church, Bho TIT, chap. 


THE IMMACULATE CONCEPTION, 


No doubt Mr. Partridge is as strenuous, as is 


| the Editor of Te Lawe, in contending that 


jnoe new Chureh was founded by Henry VITE. 


but thet the Aneliean Chureh of to-day is iden 
tical with the Reel sia 
England nine hundred vears before the Refor 


Now it is worth while remembering in 


fnvlicana that was in 


mation. 
this connection that our Enalish forefathers so 
excelled ing the ecultus of the Blessed) Virgin 


| that England was known in all Europe as 


“Marv’s Dowry.* Of course evervbody is 
aware that the Tmmaculate Coneeption of the 
Rlessed Virgin Marv was first erected into a 
Dooma of the Roman Catholic Chureh in 185 #, 
but that does not mean that it was not a doe 
trine held by vast numbers of Christians long 
hefore that time. Tt was in) faet) commonly 
tauneht in the Church of Fnegland hundreds of 
vears before the Reformation. Tt was St. An 
selm, Archbishop of Canterbury, who instituted 
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the observance of the Feast of the Conception 
B. V2 M. in England long before it was so ob- 
served in Rome, although it had been celebrated 
in the Bast and in Spain ata still earlier date. 
The theologian par earcellence of the Immacu 
late Conception, whe completely annihilated his 
Dominican opponents in debate at the French 
Sorbonne was the Franciscan, Duns Scotus, 
who hailed from the Baglish University of Ox 
ford. 

Nor iust we lose sight of the fact that the 
Feast of the Blessed Virgin’s Conception is still 
retained in the Kalendar of the Church of Eng 
land. Since in the ultra Protestant time of Md 
ward VI this feast was dropped by the author 
ities of the Church of England but) restored 
once more under Queen Elizabeth, Anglican 
theologians are not wanting, whe contend that 
the Church of Mnglind so far from rejecting 
the faith of St. Anselm in the Tmmaculate Con 
ception, by retaining the festival instituted in 
honor of the doetrine, still preserves her pre 
Reformation attitude in regard to it. 

Our readers will find the whole subject ably 
treated in’ The Blessed Virgin and All the Com 
pany of Heaven by Dr. Pheodore Wirgman, 
Canon of St. Mary's Cathedral and Archdeacon 
of Port) Elizabeth, South Africa, one of the 
most distinguished theologians in the Anglean 
Chireh to day. The chapter in which he sup 
ports the Dogma of the Virgin's Immaculate 
Conception is specially worth reading. But to 
come nearer home. Dro Chas. AL Briges., who 
is facile princeps among Anglican Biblical 
scholars in’ this country, not only tenches the 
doctrine of the Virgin's freedom from "the 
taint and defileoment of original sin” in his book 
on “The Incarnation of the Lord” (p. 282), 
but ina recent article referring to the Tmmaca 
late Coneeption he saves: “Phere are many 
Protestant theologians who think it an inevit 
able consequence of the doctrine of original 
sin.” 

One of the encouraging signs of a reaction 
in the Chureh of England towards her pre 
Reformation devotion to the Mother of God js 


the number of guilds and societies, which have 





lately sprung up, dedicated to the Blessed 
Virgin and designed to promote her honor, 
notable among these are the Confraternity of 
our Lady and the Rosary League. 

PURGATORY. 

When Mr. Partridge speaks of “the Roman 
theory of Purgatory concerning the interme 
diate state” he would seem to imply that there 
is a true doctrine of the “intermediate state” 
which is to be distinguished and differentiated 
from “the Roman theory concerning it,’ com 
monly called Purgatory. 

When we turn to the decrees of the Council 
of Trent to find out just what the Roman 
Church authoritatively teaches concerning Pur- 
gatory we find that hevond affirming “that 
there ig a Purgatory, and that the souls de- 
tained there are assisted by the suffrages of the 
faithful, especially by the Sacrifice of the 
Mass,” very little is defined in regard to it. 

Now we shall quote a passage or two from a 
popular Anglican work, “Catholic Faith and 
Practice.” by Dr. Alfred G. Mortimer, Rector 
of St. Mark’s Church, Philadelphia: 

“The only admissable opinion, therefore, is 
that the souls of the faithful departed who are 
not vet perfect enter an intermediate state of 
purification: and this indeed is held by the im- 
mense majority of Christians. For although 
the Greek Church nominally does not recog- 
nize an intermediate state, it practically re- 
gards Hell as including what the Westerners 
understand by Purgatory. And in the present 
day, even among the sects, we find an inereas- 
ing tendency to believe in a Purgatory of some 
sort or other, For example, among the Luth- 
erans Ocertel, Rudolff, Rothe, Dorner, Kahnis. 
Martensen, Clausen, and others, while obliged 
by their own ‘confession of faith’ to reject 
most of the teachings which make Purgatory 
reasonable, still hold that ‘the doctrine of Pur- 
gatory has a sound kernel whieh remains after 
all that they consider to be shell has been. re- 
moved’ (Vol. TT, p. 346). 


INDULGENCES, 


The subject of Indulgences is one so compli 
cated in itself and so encrusted with misappre- 
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hension that it would be impossible to treat of 
it intelligently without unduly prolonging the 
We hope to deal with Indul- 


gences at considerable length in’ some future 


present article. 
issue of The Lamp. For the moment suffice it 
to say that the doctrine has its roots in the 
canonical discipline of the Primitive Chureh 
and that it is not something which “the modern 
Roman Chureh” has “manufactured out of the 
whole cloth” and added as a piece of complete 
novelty to the ancient Catholic garment. Fr. 
Ryder says: “No doubt the modern use of In 
dulgences did not begin till the middle ages.” 
But he contends in opposition to Dr. Littledale, 
upon whom Mr. Partridge seems to have large 
ly depended for his information, that “the 


change of practice” did not involve “any real 
change of principle or doctrine” (Cf. Ryder’s 
“Reply.” p. 220). 

THE WITHHOLDING THE CUP. 

It only remains to consider the Roman cus- 
tom of withholding the chalice in Holy Com- 
munion from the laity, and as this is brought 
up again in the second part of Mr. Partridge’s 
letter, we will deal very briefly with it here. 
When we take into account that this practice 
has prevailed in the Roman Catholic Church 
for something like seven hundred years it is 
not so very “modern” after all, nor is the cus- 
tom one which at any time, ancient or modern, 
has had the exclusive sanetion of the Roman 
Church. Even in the Primitive Church the practice 
of administering the Blessed Sacrament under 
one species, in cases of emergency, prevailed to 
a greater or less extent. “When we turn to the 
use of the early Church,” says Father Ryder 
in his Reply to Dr. Littledale, “we find that be 
yond a doubt such discretion has been used. 
Sick persons and prisoners were frequently 
communicated under the one species of bread: 
such, too, was the practice among the Egyp- 
tian solitaries; children, again, were communi- 
cated under the species of wine” (p. 140). 

To return to our own Church in our own 
day we find this same practice not wholly un- 
known among us. For in’ those Churches, 
where the Blessed Sacrament is reserved it is 
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the common use to communicate the sick with 
the Host taken from the tabernacle, after the 
manner. of the Roman Chureh, 

It is the generally accepted teaching among 
Catholics that the sacred humanity of our Lord 
in its completeness, together with His divinity, 
is present alike in both species, so that those 
who receive the Holy Communion in one kind, 
receive the body and blood of Christ no less 
than those who receive it in both kinds. ‘This 
being granted by us as true no matter how 
much we might for our own part prefer to par- 
take of the chalice, as well as of the paten, we 
could by no means justify ourselves in’ bring- 
ing forward this disciplinary measure on the 
part of the Holy Roman Church as a reason 
why we should) remain out of fellowship with 
the Apostolic See. 


that the Greek Uniates, who have returned to 


It is to be borne in mind 


communion with Rome, still preserve their own 
peculiar way of celebrating and administering 


| Holy Communion, which differs much more from 


the Latin use than does the Anglican, and 


there can be no reasonable doubt, in the event 
| of reunion, that the Holy See would cheer- 


fully assent. if Anglo-Catholics wished to re 
tain an English rite and communion in both 
kinds. 

We rest our investigation at this point, re- 
lving upon the intelligence of our readers to 
estimate how much or how little real difference 
we have so far encountered between the doe 
trine and usage of the “modern Roman Chureh” 
and the ancient Church of England. If there 
is anywhere an insuperable barrier or an im- 
passable gulf stretching between the two we 
have not yet discovered it. 


KALENDAR FOR FEBRUARY. 


2. Purification Bo Vo M 

3. St. Blasius B. M 

5. St.- Agatha Vo M. Franciscan Martyrs in Japan. 
7.) Septuagesima Sunday 

10. St. Sholastica V. 

1. Our Lady of Lourdes, 

14. Seragesima Sunday. St. Valentine M. 
21.) Quinquagesima Sunday 

2. St. Margaret of Cortona, Penitent 

24. Ash Wednesday. St. Matthias, Ap. 

28. First Sunday in Lent. 
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MULTUM IN| PARVO. 


The Archbishop of Melbourne’s scheme of 


fusion between the Presbyterians and Angli 
cans of Australia seems to have gone the wars 
of Jonas gourd. 
Melbourne University and a chief protaganist 
of the Australian Presbyterians has given out 
the following statement through the columns 
of the British Weehla 

“That ne necessity exists for all this pother about) an 
incorporation: of Churches with such intrinsie and ex 
trinsic differences noompatibility. of history, of tem- 
perament, of polity. of notion thout) the hely min 
istry, ete.) has been shows TE hnow of no such neces 
sity Phis impracticable project our people do net 
want; the Methodist people do met want its the Con 
yregational people do net want it; the \nglieans could 
join in with the Presbyterians only. and that, too, only 


on the basis 


of the figment of “the historie FE piscopate, 


and it is quite certain the Presbyterian people will 


never accept Diocesan Ppiscapaes The pre- 
jeet is possible only se long as it is kept in) private 
committer As soonias the Presbyterians and the pen- 


ple get into touch with any proposed ‘scheme of union, 
that seheme will promptly vanish inte space It) has 
tlready done so in New Zealind and with great bene- 
fit te the peace of the Church. and its neighbeorliness 


with other Churehe 


N clearcheaded writer in the Trish Eeclesias 
tical Gaette saVs: 


“Tf To ounderstaned= their position correetly,  Presby 
terians are willing te oi with ous, on condition that 


their church svstem be untonwehed ino all respeets, and 


that all comeessions come frome the Episcopal side And 


vers toans would met go even so far 


ws that, but or 


pudiate all organie union with prelaew as a dream when 


one awaheth. Here rorecent utterance of the Wif- 
ness, aA paper whieh cireubate throughout the entire 
Prestvterian communion in Preland, and whose utter 
mices on the tbject are never ealled in question: ‘No 
virsiory wall bee voPpted whieh ' denies the validity 
of oextsting Presbyv teria mrders. or (hb requires all 
future moister to he episcopally, that is prelatioalls 


rrclained 


The following letter which appeared in’ the 
London Saturday Review contains a hint for 
editors of papers other than the esteemed econ- 
temporary to which it was addressed: 

Sin May T be allowed to point out, with all 


re 


spect, that) two ineorreet expressions have somehow 


Professor Rantoul of the 


crept into your inter sting review of the Catholic En- 
eyclopedia Romanist” and “Romanism,” where “Ro- 
man Catholie’ and “Roman Catholicism” are meant? 
Not only do these two expressions utterly fail to con- 
vey their intended meaning but there are unfortunately 
still people who use then deliberately in’ a contemptu 
ous sense. Certain it is they are resented by Roman 
Catholics as) offensive and meaningless. The sturdy 
old) Anglican, the late Dr. FB. G. Lee, thus defines “Ro- 
manist™ in his “Glossary of Liturgical ‘Terms:” "A 
vulgar word, used chiefly by the uneducated, to desig- 
f the ancient and venerable Church 

f 


statement in this, ne doubt; but, who will not forgive 


nate a member « 


of Rome” There is) characteristic over-vehemence ¢ 


i little latitude of expression in the condemnation of a 
word which should never have been allowed to defile 


the pure wells of our noble mother-tongue? 


THE SOCIETY OF ST. THOMAS OF 
CANTERBURY, 


(STUDENTS OF THE CHURCH IN THE WEST.) 


We hear from England that the subject un- 
der consideration throughout this year and 
the next is Phe Reformation.” On May 11 
(Tur say ), the lecturer is to be Dom Norbert 
Birt. ©: S. B.. whose recent work on the 
Mlizabethan settlement is known to many of us; 
and his subject on this occasion is to be ‘Phe 
Cleavage under Queen Elizabeth: while at the 
second meeting, in November, Mr. Septimus 
Green, a lay member of the Society, is to treat 
the topie of “Wolsey, in connection with the 
breach with Rome.” Mr. Green proposes to 
distribute his treatment thus: 

a. Phe Cardinal. 

b. The King. 

ce. Anglhean Tsolation.. 

All this follows naturally upon the subjects 
of last year, which were described as introduc- 
tory. viz. “Indulgences,” by Rev. Sidney F. 
Smith, S. d..at the May meeting: and “Luther 

His Life and "Times. hy Rev. R. M. Nason 


at the meeting in’ November. 


It will be convenient to begin with Elizabeth, 
n looking back to the 16th century 
we come to her reign first and to what is known 
as “The Elizabethan Settlement 2° while Eliza- 
beth in her turn refers us back to her father in 
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order to account for her own deeds or misdeeds. 

Thus in the reign of Elizabeth we see what 
it was that was done at the Reformation; and 
when we ask who it was who paved the way for it 
and made it possible we are referred to Henry 
VIII. 

The entire subject is of extraordinary inter 
est: more particularly in the light of our fuller 


knowledge. 
BISHOP GRAKFTON’S “PRO-ROMANISM.” 


We have received for review “the second 
edition of Pro-Romanism and the Tractarian 
ge pamphlet, by 

Charles Chapman Grafton, S$. 'T. D., Bishop of 
Fond-du-Lac. Our failure to give to the bro- 


Movement,” a seventy-two page 


chure any more claborate notice than the pres 
ent must be set down to the fact that a cursory 
glance at a dozen different pages has disclosed 
nore misstatements of Catholic doctrines, and 
more “things that ain't so”? than we could hope 
to treat effectively ino an entire issue of our 
magazine.—.ve Marie, 

THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND BEFORE 

THE REFORMATION. 


Eprror’s Nore. In the December Lame we 
published a letter from the English Church 
Guardian, written by the Rev. Spencer Jones 
in refutation of certain statements made by Dr. 
Browne, Bishop of Bristol, concerning — the 
Church of England before the Reformation, 
among them the following: “Tgnorant peopl 
are found to say that we were Roman Catholics 
down to the time of the Reformation. The 
statement is ridiculous.” Some one, who evi 
dently reads Vie, Lame, entered the Guardian 
arena under the nom de plume, Philalethes, to 
cross swords with the President of the Society 
of St. Thomas. For weeks the dual continued. 
Althongh more than a match for Philalethes 
from the start. two other Anglo-Roman gladi 
ators came gallantly to Mr. Spencer Jones's 
support. The following letter from the abler 
of his two supporters is, we think, a particu 


larly strong one. 
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Sin: In the course of a correspondence with Dr. J 


| Gairdner, three vears ago, T sent him certain passages 


from oan article in the Church Quarteriy Review of 
\pril, 1903, together with some remarks of my own, for 
his expert criticism. The Church (Quarterly extracts 
included the following: “England produced a fair 
number of those eritics (of the Curia and of individual 
Popes) . . . . but there is not one whe ventured 
to deny that the Popes had claims upon the obedience 
of the English Chureh They might allege that he had 
overstepped the limits of his just) prerogative; they 
never questioned that the prerogative itself was just 
and of considerable extent”) Dr. Gairdner replied 

and gave me his permission to quote him “1 quite 
igree with vou and the writer in the Church Quarterly 
that there was no thought of questioning Papal juris 
diction before the Reformation.” 


\ Church which willingly accepts Papal jurisdiction 


s Roman Catholic, and Mr. Spencer Jones has his 
tory on his side when he says that the pre-Reformation 
Church of England was a Roman Catholic Church, and 
“VPhilalethes” must bring forward some facts, and not 
hare negations, if he wishes to confute Mr. Spencer 
Jones. The (admitted) personal wickedness of certain 
Popes is no argument against their being Viears of 
Christ. My parish priest might be a drunkard and a 
profligate, but se long as he retained his post he 
would remain — the official representative of — the 
Church (and so, in a sense, of Christ Himself), and all 
his official acts would be valid. The problem that per- 
plexes “Philalethes” was answered long ago by One 
Who said: “The Seribes and Pharisees sit in) Moses’ 
seat: all, therefore, whatsoever they bid you observe, 
that observe and do” Can “Philalethes” prove that 
the old) English Church did not regard even. the very 
worst of Popes as the official Head of the Chureh on 
earth? 

“Philalethes” objects to) Mr. Spencer Jones's expres- 
sion, “conscious dependence.” In order not to be 
tedious, To shall give just four pieces of evidence from 
history and) thousands could) be given which show 
that Mr. Spencer Jones has deseribed the situation 
with perfect) accuracy. 1. No Archbishop of Canter- 
bury ventured to exercise his functions until he had re- 
ceived the pallium = from = the suecessor of St. Peter 
», Offa, King of Mercia, petitioned the Pope to create 
im Arechbisheprie at) Lichfield. The arrangement hav- 


| ing proved unsatisfactory, Kenulph, the next) King, 


begged the Pope to restore the old position. The King 
tells) the Pope that he “deems it right to render hum- 
ble obedience to vour holy comands The 
blessing which all the Kings whe have held) the sceptre 
in’ Mercia have merited to receive from vour predeces 


sors, this. } myself hurobly beg” The King goes on te 


entreat earnestly that the Pope will grant a favourable 
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uawer “to these things which were of necessity sub- 
mitted to you.” ‘The Pope, “by the authority of Blessed 
Peters’ sail “holding the place of the same Blessed 
Peter” granted the King’s request And the Couneil 
of Cloveshoe said: “The Apostolic Pope has sent into 
Britain an authoritative precept of his prerogative, 
commanding the honour of St Augustine's See to be 
restored in all its completeness, with all its parishes 
(Dioceses), just as Gregory the Apostle and Master 
of our nation arranged it.” And yet we are told, on 
twentieth century episcopal authority, that “the 
Church of England was always a. self-going concern”! 
3. For centuries before the Reformation our bishops 
took an oath of allegiance to the Pope in spirituals. 4 
In 1246 the bishops declared that) England had been 
“ever specially devoted to the Roman Church;” while 
the abbots and priors spoke of England as “a special 
member of the Holy Chureh of Rome.” ‘The old Chureh 
of England called herself a “daughter” of the Church 
of Rome; she did not presume to be a “sister” Church. 

Of course, all that T have said does not prove that the 
Church of England was right in aecepting Papal juris- 
diction from the very first, but T submit that it is very 
clear that she did accept it. ‘To attempt to make out 
our ancestors non-Papalists is as absurd as to claim 
that they were Quakers. [ wonder what the Bishop of 
London's Papal predecessors would have thought of his 
lordship’s oft-repeated assertion that he is not a Roman 
Catholic because he is an English Catholic. Were his 
predecessors not English and “Roman?” Between the 
“Catholic-but-not-Roman” Anglican and his pre-Refor- 
mation ancestor there is a great gulf fixed, and it will 
not be bridged by any amount of Catholic sacramental 
doctrine and ritual. ‘The Churehmen of old may have 
been in the wrong, but it is certain that if modern An- 
glicans accept, as they say they do, the standard set 
by the ancient Church of England, then they cannot 
call themselves Catholic until they revise their notions 
of the Papacy. Of course T do not claim that Dr. 
Gairdner would see eye to eve with me in everything, 
but he and Mr. Spencer Jones agree in’ proclaiming 
that up toe the Reformation Papal jurisdiction was 
willingly allowed by Christian England. The writings 
of Dr. Gairdner and of Mr. Spencer Jones will gradu- 
ally disperse the mists of misrepresentation, of half- 
truths, of downright falsehoods, and of prejudice. And 
I hope the time is not far distant when Anglican speakers 
and writers will refrain from citing instances of pro- 
tests against Papal interference in temporals as though 
Churchmen had denied “Papal rule in spirituals; T hope 
they will also realise that the State, especially in’ the 
days of the brutal Norman Kings, very frequently at- 
tacked the rights of the Church 


A Parsnyrea. 


WHY IT SUBSCRIBE 'TO THE TRACH- 
INGS OF THE LAMP. 


Eprror’s Nore—If the article, which fol- 

rf . rw) . a - 
lows, had been written as an attack on the An 
glican Church by one hostile and alien to her 
. . . . . 2 hl my 
communion, it would find no place in’ Tue 
Lamp, but it comes instead from the pen of a 
Church of England clergyman, who clearly 
seeing the inherent defect of the Anglican sys- 
tem, set up by the Tudorcracy in violation to 
divine authority, not only gives a vivid analysis 
of the Anglican malady, but like a true physician, 
suggests the remedy. Such being the aim and 
purpose of the article, it finds a legitimate 
place in our columns. 


There can be no doubt that the religious 
world is at this moment in a state of great fer- 
ment, and that our own branch of the Christian 
Church is passing through a crisis of which 
the end is not easily foreseen, In moments of 
such peril we need more than ever leaders who 
will not be content with a religion of mere 
forms and platitudes. Can we say that we 
have such leaders—men who know their own 
minds, and the mind.of the Catholic Chureh on 
those great questions which agitate the world, 
What has the late Lambeth Conference accom- 
plished that can give us hope for the future? 

While Anglicans are talking much to-day 
about organic unity, and deploring, no doubt, 
very sincerely the sin of schism, are not amity 
and federated unions, and mutual helpfulness, 
all that two-thirds of the clergy really desire. 
Forgetting that there is such a thing as false 
charity reaching out its hand to every error, 
and embracing every cult, the Anglican Church 
is calling for that type of charity which com- 
prises every individual understanding of the 
definite facts of Revelation, and this inclusion 
of every heresy and every ism, termed now “com- 
prehensiveness,” and now “eatholicity.” what 
is it but the widest license devoutly described 
as the largest freedom? If this is that or- 
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ganic unity for which Christ prayed, then he 
has attained unto it who honestly believes that 
the pope in every man’s breast is the supreme 
arbiter of truth. But ask us for a definition 
of this comprehensiveness, press home the word 
with logical exactitude, demand where — the 
limits, if any, shall be placed, and then what 
answer can be given? 
NO SETTLED UNDERSTANDING ABOUT ANYTHING, 
Liberty of opinion is as much the boast of 
Anglicans as if liberty of opinion were the 
rock on which the Church was founded, and we 
are constantly reminded that truth must be 
preferred to Christianity as if Christianity and 
truth were separable. The word Catholic too 
is certainly a very old) word, and one would 


imagine that a Church which had been using it, 


so long, would at least have a definite under 
standing of her own terms: yet has the Angli- 
ean Church any such fixed and definite under- 
standing ? 

What we, with manifest pride, style our 
openmindedness and large-heartedness toward 
all comers, are in the judgement of many the 
very source of our sins against truth. We 
have facts to offer the world the funda- 
mental facts of the Christian Revelation, but 
they are facts about which we have no settled 
understanding, and pride ourselves in’ the ab- 
sence of all theories or definitions concerning 
them. The Incarnation is a fact, but the 
Arians of Anglicanism, of whom there are not 
a few, and certain of them holding high offices 
in the Church, have more or less openly denied 
the divinity of Mary's Son. Original sin is a 
fact but the brilliant Pelagians of the Anglican 
Church have uprooted from the general ware- 
house of tradition, this matchless piece of an 
tique superstition, The resurrection is also 
a fact but set forth in the modernistic draperies 
with which Anglican” rationalizers clothe it. 
it is declared to be unprovable as an historic 
reality. The inspiration of Seripture is) an- 
other fact, but the learned Rationalists of our 
Anglican Communion have left us the “Book,” 
interesting indeed as a piece of literature, but 
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| stripped of all evidential value as an historic 
land faithful witness, and yet to whose testi- 
| mony we are sent as to the groundwork of our 
| Christian faith. 
| A CONGENIAL SOIL FOR ALL HERESIES. 
| It is our boast that we have no theory about 
/Chureh or Ministry, Sacraments or Scripture ; 
and certainly no one can deny that if Sabellius, 
lor Paul of Samosata should arise to-day, they 
| would have little difficulty in finding many 
| disciples among the clergy of our beloved 
| Church. I will go farther and say, that 
| whirled into the current of modern philosophy 
‘there are to be found among us, men of dis- 
tinction, who are no nearer a true conception 
of the Logos than were Plato and Philo. 1 
| will advance still further and add that no 
| heresy of any note has ever invaded the domain 
| of orthodoxy, which is not to be found at this 
| moment, living and flourishing in some corner 
|of the Anglican Church; and where is there 
another denomination of Christians which 
offers so congenial a soil for the growth of 
heresy as is to be found in the field of Angliec- 
-anism. It can hardly be questioned that there 
| are many amongst us at this hour whose faith 
| would be more accurately expressed by the 
| Creed of Eusebius of Caesarea, than by the 
| Nicaean formula: and that in’ their judge- 
ment the word homoiusios and not homoousios 
| would better express the relation of Christ to 
| God. What would the Christians of Antioch, 
| who fervently believed in the divine nature of 
| the Crucified Galilean, think if they could hear 
an Anglican clergyman of our day saying: 
| “God forbid that T should deny or doubt. the 
right of Unitarians to be called Christians :” 
and this when in the same breath he asserts and 
proves, that they (the Unitarians) have drifted 
entirely away from all relation with Christ? 
We are told again and again by living Anglican 
writers, that the human authors of the New 
Testament, for instance, Paul and John, had 
| erroneous ideas of the person and doctrine of 
| Christ and that to the higher critics we owe the 


| juster conceptions we now have, both of the 
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one and of the other. Is it any wonder that 
men of tender conscience and conservative 
views are deeply alarmed? ‘Phe indication is” 
says a recent Anglican writer, “that an active 
apostasy is in rapid progress in our very midst. 
and the same paralysis of faith, that has over 
taken Germany. is impending and near.” How 
can we doubt it. for are we not adopting prin 
ciples that will carry us smoothly through th 
surging tide of the present-day controversies, 
careless of what may come of them to-mor 
row living and acting for the present only, 
We ally 


ourselves with every reform movement of any 


reckless of the millions vet unborn. 
kind whatever, in doctrine. morals, politica! 
economy, social amelioration, Xe. adopting 
principles and maxims which furnish material 
out of whieh arise a hundred heresies. 

VOBENDLE OF CONTRADICTIONS NOT ORGANIC 

UNITY. 

But to go back to the question of organic 
unity, We somethnes find this “unity in’ the 
richest and widest diversity’? compared to. the 
“absolute unity in diversity and the boundless 
diversity inc unity’ which prevails throughout 
the universe. Many however will think this 
lustration not oa very felicitous one, for the 
simple reason that no such principle of logical 
contradiction is to be found in the elements 
that constitute the world of nature. And cer 
tainly the wives of Esau do not) present half 
so difficult) a conundrum to the higher erities, 
as how the truth of the Scriptures, the one 
faith of the Creeds, the one life of the Saera 
ments, and the one order of Apostolic Ministry, 
and Constitution, ean bring inte one corporate 
and moral whole, minds oO antagonistic ats the 
high and low and broad Churehman. the Ro 
manizer, the extreme Protestant, and the Ra 
tionatist. A) few practical questions will) at 
once illustrate nV meaning, 


I. the epsicopate 
of the esse of the Chureh? 


Tt is and it is not. 
Is Apostolic suceesion a doctrine of the Chureh 
of England? Tt is and it) is not. Are the 
Scriptures inspired? ‘They are and they are 


not. Was Christ in his inearnate form om 


niscient? Tle was and he was not. Was he 
one in substance with the Father? Tle was 
and he was not. Is there a Christian Priest 


hood? There is and there is not. Is there a 


Real Presenee in’ the Bueharist? Phere is 
Is this Presence in the ele- 
ments of bread and wine? It is and it is not. 


and there is not, 


May we adore the consecrated elements? We 
may and we may not. Are the consecrated cle- 
ments sacramentally identified with the hody 
and blood of Christ? 
not. Is the Eucharist a sacrifice as well as a 
Is) Baptism 
necessary to salvation? It is and it is not. 
Is the united Catholie Church in’ its OQcecum 
enical Councils infallible? Tt is and it is not. 


Phese. 


tions that might be put, go to show the prin- 


They are and they are 


sacrament? It is and it is not. 


and a hundred other practical ques 
ciple of contradiction running right) through 
the body of Anglican theology, rendering our 
doctrines a heterogenous mass of uncertainty 
or doubt. for what is doubt as Lacordaire well 
‘hut the declaration of the possibility of 
ves or now This is that conflicting gabble 
of antagonistic sounds which made Lamb bold 
ly savy that “if the first preach rs of the Gos 
pel had been Anglicans, as we have them to day, 
Christianity. would) never have 


says, * 


succeeded to 
Paganism.” and which makes it impossible ever 
to know what the Anglican Chureh as) such, 
does at any moment de facto teach? 
FOLLOWERS, NOT LEADERS, OF PUBLIC 
OPINION, 

What is the result of our highest delibera- 
tions at any time on those great public ques- 
tions that agitate the masses, but a sorry 
record of clashing opinions, and surely no one 
can be expected to have the slightest faith in 
the authoritative teaching of men who are for- 
ever engaged in the diffeult task of making up 
their minds as to what they themselves actually 
do believe. Tf timidity is to be always our 
watchword, whatever we may say, men will con- 


tinue to believe that we have no real convie- 


tions, and any system of religion that does not 
help to steady the public conscience, nor is 
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able to give immutable principles to educate 
the religious nature of mankind, will be re 
garded as of little value to the human race, 
But instead of being leaders of public opinion 
and directors of the public conscience, can it 
not truly be said that there is hardly a single 
question of any great importance upon which 
our Bishops do not blindly, or servilely follow, 
whither public opinion leads? For example 
take the question of divoree? ‘True the 
Bishops have recently directed attention to the 
evils menacing socicty from the  abominabh 
laxity of marriage laws, but herein they have 
ouly recognized the changed attitude of that 
part of society which moulds public opinion 
and evolves a healthy rational life. And even 
at this late hour of the day we are still debating 
the question of the indissolubility. of the mar 
riage bond, and legislatures will in vain look te 
us for any light upon a subject upon which we 
have not unwaveringly made up our minds 

a subject which is costing the world so much 
shame and sorrow, We allied ourselves with 
the freedom and prevalence of divorce while it 
was popular, and are now trimming our sails te 
catch the contrary winds. “Tt cannot be said.” 
says an American Bishop speaking on this sub 
ject sometime ago before an assembly of his 
brethren, “that there is consentient doetrine in 
the Church of England when men like Keble 
and Bishop Hamilton and Tsaae Williams and 
Dr. Pusey are on the one side, and on the other 
side Lightfoot, and Bishop) Wordsworth of 
Lincoln, and Bishop Wordsworth of Salisbury, 
and Bishop King of Lincoln. But about) the 
discipline and worship of the Church of Eng 
land” he continues, “her canon law. and her 
form of service. there is no reom for doubt or 
question. Plainly in her canon law. positively 
in her long inheritance of traditional legisla 
tion, feom Arles, from the time of the Norman 
conquest, at and after the Reformation, she 
speaks still with no uncertain voice in refusing 
any remarriage after any divoree. And the 
office for the solemnization of marriage, hers 
and ours. is built at every turn and step. upon 


ory 


its indissolubility. So much so.” he adds, 
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“that to use that office for the remarriage of 
divorced persons, or to use it with any com 
templation of a separation during the life of 
those so married, would be a ludicrous, if it 
were not a blasphemous contradiction in terms.” 
This indeed. in the teeth of the faets, is a 


curious piece of writing and reveals to us a 


| deplorable state of doctrine, discipline and gov 


ernment ino our Anglican Chureh. Will not 
history justly hold us responsible for much of 
the evil flowing to society from the facility of 
divorce, and the remarriage of divorced persons, 
since our clergy with, at least. the megeative 
sanction of the bishops, have for three hundred 
vears been violating the Churel’s canon law, 
her form of strviee. and her long inheritances 
of traditional legislation, ‘Phe Prayer Book 
is evidently no guide or summary of our faith, 
and the lew orandi of Anglicans is far from 
being our ler eredendi. Vhe Church Times 
weeps over the attitude of the English bishops. 
“We wanted.” it says “and multitudes besides 
ourselves wanted the bishops to say positively 
that the law of the Chareh of England is, that 
marriage onee validly contracted is  dissolubl 
by death only. and that they were prepared to 
take their prope r place its occasion at manded 
But so far from that ‘the 


bishops in a truly episcopal manner endeavored 


in vindicating it.” 


to make rebellion easy to those who rebel, so long 
as they rebel conscientiously.” 
CUR SEMPER PAVEIDIZ 
Why. one may ask, is this timidity so nota 
ble on the part of Anglican teachers? Does 
the truth of a doctrine or the authority of the 


| teacher depend upon the assent of the taught? 


Anglican bishops, who pride themselves on 
their striet adherence to the early Councils, 
should remember that, ‘after the Couneil of 


| Nicaen eighty bishops separated from the uni 


ty of the faith. followed by multitudes of 
priests and people. The Nieacan fathers, 
however. would boldly divide the Christian 
world rather than compromise the trath or 
think it inopportune to deelare it. They 
should remember too that after the Couneil of 
Ephesus thirty bishops followed the Nestorian 
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heresy a danger which was fully anticipated 
by the noble defenders of the Faith in’ that 
memorable assembly.” They should remember 
that biography also is teeming with lessons of 
wisdom which might fairly claim the attention 
of the chief pastors of the Anglican Church. 
Shelley became an atheist because he saw that 
“at every step in life some compromise was ex- 
peeted between a truth which he was told not 
to violate, and a colourable and double mean- 
ing of it, which forced him upon the violation.” 
This is certainly strange when we are told 
again and again that the Church is not only 
the guardian and teacher of truth, but that ‘it 
is her office to expel error by the advance of 
truth: and it is all the more regrettable be- 
cause our communion alone is, in our own eyes 
at least, the pure bride of Christ, corruption 
of some sort having found a place in the doe- 
trines and practices of every other Christian body. 

We are bidden, of course, to go to Holy 
Scripture and the ancient) fathers in’ our 
search for truth, but what is to be gained by 
Anglicans in’ their quest for truth through 
Holy Scripture and ancient authors, when our 
bishops and most learned men come back from 
the search more determined than ever to be 
ranged on opposite sides, while all the time the 
souls of the simple faithful are perishing for 
lack of definite teaching on questions of vital 
Importance for this life and the life that is to be. 

PHEY DO NOT SPEAK WITH AUTHORITY. 

If an Occumenical Council of Anglican bish 
ops could say like the Councils of the early 
Church, it hath seemed good to the Holy Ghost 
and to ous: or like their Divine Master: we 
speak that we do know and testify that 
we have seen: our teaching is not ours but his 
that sent us. the world would have respect unto 
their resolutions and to the expression of their 
united Judgments, but it goes without saving 
that they make no such pretensions, and ‘that 
they claim no higher office than that of putting 
forth what. I regret to say. are not always re 
warded as learned opinions even when they 
emanate from the highest officers in the Church. 


For this reason keen observers do not fail to 


authority must be given. 





note that the kind of authority recognized by 
the great mass of the people in the Anglican 
Church, as in the Protestant bodies generally, 
is not an objective authority bringing the 
conscience under obedience to law and order, 
but a subjective and personal authority which 
makes for that individualism which seems to 
the writer a most pernicious principle, and the 
deadly foe of all genuine Christianity. We 
have the forms and semblance of power without 
the reality. 

One would imagine from the pretentious 
manner in which we Anglicans talk and write 
of the doctrinal authority of the Church, that 
something more than that = mere — individual 
teaching as given in other Christian bodies 
constituted our superior claims to be heard. 
But is this really so? Does the possession of a 
prayer book embodying Catholic Creeds, and 
a Catholic Liturgy, free us from those bewild- 
ering entanglements and doctrinal confusion 
which an ever-increasing and ever-varying body 
of clashing opinion generates? The sea of 
endless confusion rolls on incessantly and there 
is no power in the Church to say, hitherto 
thou shalt go and thou shalt go no farther, and 
here thou shalt break thy swelling waves. The 
Prayer Book like the Scriptures is a dead let- 
ter, and needs the living voice to interpret. it. 
That living voice with us is the individual ex- 
ponent, for it will hardly be denied that the 
very lofty claims put forth by Browne in his 
Commentary on the XXth Article are entirely 
ignored. Now in a Church where individual 
teaching is the only teaching really given, one 
must of course pick and choose according to 
one’s individual judgment, and that, I take it, 
is the habitual wont of Anglicans, priests and 
people. But to relegate the truth of a doctrine 
to the authority of individual teaching, that 
is to say, to mere opinion, is to extinguish at 
one blow both Church and Faith. If a dis- 
cussion upon any point of doctrine agitating 
the Church of the present or the future, is ever 
to end, a judgment emanating from competent 
Where shall we look 


for that authority among us Anglicans? A 
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body of Anglicans can never put forth more | 


than a collective opinion. But an opinion, how- | 


ever learned, is not a decisive authority. It 
is not a mere opinion that the judges of the 
higher courts of the land put forth when inter- 
preting the civil or criminal codes. Is the 
Church as expounded by higher Anglicans a 
less authoritative body than a supreme national 
judiciary ? 
INFALLIBILITY. 

For the Church to be infallible in its doe- 
trinal decisions we are told that they must. be 
the decisions of an united Catholic Church. 
But the Catholie Church is no longer a united 
Chureh, and never likely to be on Anglican 
Has the authority of the Church 
then failed among us, or is the salvation of 


principles. 


souls better secured by allowing it to fall into 
abeyance ? 

But what shall we think of the salvation 
of those who are taught to think of Christ 
much as Mohammedans do: of those who are 
taught to deny the inspiration of Scripture, or 
to place it on a level with the writings of 
Shakespeare and Homer, in some respects, per- 
haps, not so high: of those who are taught to 
look unto matrimony as a mere companionship 
till differences arising and harmonies failing. 
and the fountains of love dried up, “do them 
part:” of the new theology, which teaches the 
latest: fashions in’ soul-saving: the latest ex 
periments in’ psycho-therapeuties. 
the line drawn for them in the labyrinth of 
modern Anglicanism, or where, on present prin- 
ciples and practice, can it ever be drawn? 

The Catholic Church was founded on immut- 
able principles and the right and authoritative 
application of these principles to the problems 





THE REAL PRESENCE AMONG SOME 
ANGLICANS. 


Translated for Tue Lame by Rev. George 
Zurcher, from the French of Pierre Cavrois in 
the Revue Catholique. 

Eprror’s Nore.—-The paper which follows 
was written for the Revue Catholique des 
Eglises, incidentally to the Eucharistic Con- 
gress held in London last autumn, It is par- 
ticularly interesting as giving us a glimpse of 
Anglican Eucharistic teaching as seen through 
The pur 


pose of the author is to be kept in mind 


the eyes of a Gallican theologian. 


throughout, which as he himself says is to por 
tray not the view of the Real Presence held by 
the Ritualistic, or Catholic party, but by the 
“theologians occupying nearly the centre of the 
High Church” position and whose views have 
the “quasi-official sanction of the highest dig- 
nitaries of the Established Church.” 


The following notes on the Bucharistic teach- 
ings of some of the Anglican Doctors, with- 
out being new or original, may satisfy a pass- 
ing desire. 

The widest variety might be introduced with 
out much effort by simply enumerating the 
most explicit shades of opinion, from the ex- 
treme left of the non-Conformists who cate- 


| gorically reject the Sacrament, to the extreme 


Where is | 


that confront the Church and to variable and | 
| Church. 


actual states of the world at all times is what we 
need. That the Anglican Church in its present 


isolated and distracted condition is without any | 


authority to fulfil this Divine purpose goes with 
out saving. Union with the Rock of Peter is her 
only salvation, and union with the See of Rome 
is union with that rock, therefore T subscribe to 


the teaching of Tur Lamp. P. D. 


right of the Ritualists who admit the Roman 
dogma together with Transubstantiation. 

My purpose of making clear a middle-line of 
thought, moderate, quite generally adopted, 
and having the quasi-official sanction of the 
highest dignitaries in the Established Church, 
has decided my choice upon some theologians 
occupying nearly the centre of the High 

While the Low Church has always pretended 
to hold to pure and rigid Calvinism, the High 
Church clergy on the contrary have never 
ceased to progress towards a more and more 
complete restoration of the mutilated dogma. 
This movement may point to its mile-stones 
made, in the first half of the 17th century, by 
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the struggle of Laud, Archbishop of Canter 
bury. and his bishops against Calvinism. by 
the propagation of the doctrines of Armenius 
and the reestablishment of some ports of the 
incient Catholic liturgy: at the end of the 
sume century, by the writings of Hooker, “Pay 
lor, Waterland, “the great luminaries of An 
as Bishop TL Browne calls thems 
in the TSth century. by the flourishing reign of 


vlicanism” 
Queen Anne with its development of external 
observanees : finally, quite near to ous by the 
celebrated Oxford movement whieh has se pow- 
erfully accelerated the step of the Romeward 
movement, 

Since it would be inipossible to give ina few 
pages aosatisfactory exposition of the doe 
trines treated at times in voluminous works by 
consideration. TD hiawve 
limited this study te Phe Real Presenee” 
Which is after all the central point of the eon 
rons the 


the theologians under 


broversy. solution of this) depend 
the other ispects of this Sacrament: confession. 


This. fur 


thermore. has always been the objective point 


sacrifice and Eucharistic worship 
of discussion. the point treated mest largely, 
and subject to the most varied explanations, 
The term Real Presenees used by the authors 
Whom we are studving. is far from having the 
t 


principally the reality of the reception, giving 


same meaning for all Some understand by 


littl: or ne thouwht to the presences in relation 
to the elements: 


an objective 


others go farther and. affirm 
presenee independent of the re- 
ception 

* Around these two principal ideas To shall 
group the shades of opinions, examining: Ist. 
the real presence ha the Sacrament, ov the na 
ture of the Bucharistic oift: @d. the real pres: 
ence in the Sacrament. wnder thy species, or 
the relation between this gift and the 
of bread and win 


clements 


PART ONE, 

Let ous see first whether our High Chareh 
men fully agree on the question of knowing 
what the communicant 


ment of the Buelwrist 


receives in the Saera- 


Tt is scarcely necessary to st ite that none of 


the three currents from which have sprung the 
actual Anglican theories, contains that of 
Zwinglius for whom the Eucharist was but a 
simple ceremony commemorative of the death 
of Christ. and the bread and wine but symbols 
reminding us of His Body and Blood without 
communicating Us any special race, 

We can deal only in opinions derived either 
from that of Luther who, as is known, taught 
consubstantiation or impanation, that is. with 
out change in the elements, these beeome the 


Blood. of 


Christ are received in communion, or from that 


vehicle hy which the Body and the 


of Calving who holds that Christ is really r 
ceived by the faithful receiving the Last Sup- 
however, is not gross and 
The bread 


are received naturally : but the Body 


per. The presence, 
carnal. but spiritual and celestial. 
and wine 
and the Blood of Christ are received spiritually. 
The result of this doctrine is this: Tt is bread 
and it is the hody of Christ. Tt is bread in 
substance, and it is Christ in the Sacrament: 
and Christ is as really given to the truly dis- 
posed, as are the elements 2. and Christ 
nourishes and sanectifies the soul as really as 
the elements do the hody. 


Taylor. one of the great Anglican theologians, 


This is how Jeremy 


expounds the doetrine of Calvin.* 

Let us add that this formula is accepted 
without any change by the Low Church, as we 
may gather from the Rev. Fred Mevrick, M.A. 
in the prefaee of his hook, “The Doctrine of 
the Church of England on) the Holy Com- 
munion. restated as oa guide to the present 
time.” where he saves: “Phe formula of the 
Chureh of England is: a0 spiritual presence 
which, Ist. recognizes the presence of Christ in 
or through the rite: 


the elements °F 


2d. denies any presenee in 


PPWARD TAROLD RBROWNE, 
The High Church. while careful not te be- 
come Lutheran, materially keeps adding to this 
pure Calvinism. 


First of all we have a quasi- 
official document containing the doctrine adept- 
ed by Fdward Harold Browne, D. D.. former: 


“Quoted by Fd. TW. Browne in Evposition of the 
SOd, Tith edi, p. 678 
The Doctrine, ete th ed. Longmans, 1899 


Thirtu-nine Articles 
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y Lord Bishop of Winchester, namely his 
“Ex position of the XNNXIXN_ Articles,’ “a 
hook.” we are told in the preface to the see- 
ond edition (1878), “which has been accepted 
and put in practice by nearly all the Anglican 
bishops, and in the colleges and universities of 
Great Britain, Ireland, the Colonies and Ameri 
cas” We know from other sources that it is, 
or at least quite recently still was, the classi 
cal manual of the candidates for Orders. It 
says: Phe Protestants of various denomina 
tions have openly declared that the Body and 
the Blood of Christ were really and truly re- 
ceived, What is much more, they reeognize 
that the Body of Christ then received is) the 
same Body that was born of the Virgin Mary, 
that died and was buried. For there is no 
other Body, no other Blood of Christ, The 
Body of Christ is now glorified, but it is al 
Ways the site Body though in its glorious 
condition, One cannot wen deny that we re 
ceive this Body really, substantially, cor 
porally, for though the word corporally 
seoms to be opposed to the word spiritually, 
vet it is not necessarily so. And since we. rec 
ognize that it is a body which we receive, we 
cannot deny Tis corporal presence, that is. 
after the manner of a body. Only, when wi 
come to explain ourselves, we say that though 
this be the true Body of Christ which wer 
ceive inthe Eucharist. and though we cannot 
deny the word corporal relating to Him, vet. 
the Body of Christ being now a spiritual body. 
We must expeet ao spiritual presence of this 
Body. and we do not believe in eating in a ear 
nal and natural manner that which is no longer 
carnal and natural, we believe on the contrary 
that we spiritually receive in our souls the spir 
itual Body of Christ. and— spiritually drink 
with the lips of our mind His vivifving Blood. 
Tt has furthermore been abundantly recognized 
not only by Anglican theologians. but by. all 
kinds of Protestants, that the elements after 
consecration mav be ealled hv the name of the 
things which they represent. Tlowever we do 
not call them thus. not beeanuse we believe that 


they have lost) their first nature, and have 
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consed to be what the v were, but beenuse be ings 
sanctified for a new and higher purpose. thes 
may be called by the name of that which they 


are the means of communicating. 


We gather from this exposition a clear and 


just idea of the treasure contained in the Holy 


Bucharist. ‘The reality. of the reeeption is 
affirmed, not the reality. of the presenee. in 
spite of the expressions, since no change oc 
curs in the elements. "Phe transubstantiation 
equally with the consubstantiation are denied 
in the conclusion of this Article NNVITD ex- 
pounded by Bishop Browne. After giving the 
vist of the classical Anglican theologians [look 
er. Taylor, Cosin, Waterland, ete. on the ef 4 
fects of the BMueharist. he concludes: And vet. 
all this, they refuse to explain by saving: that 
there is a change of one substance into another 
or a kneading up of both substances, as it were, 
into one lump. “Pheir definitions may be 
summed up in three words: Presence real, spirit 
ual, efficacious.” 
RISHOP HOW, 

Theories sometimes get illogieally stuek on 
the way hefore having renched the coal of 
truth: they are then outrun by practice. and 
their set) formulas are somewhat contradicted 


by the implicit affirmation of saetions.  "Phis 


appears to he the ease in the collection of it 
structions and meditations prose hed at retreats 
by W. W. Tlow, Bishop of Wakefield, and 
published by his son in TS98. Its attractive 
title, The Closed Door, well indicates that 
spirit of recollection and profound intertor life 
which emanates from. it. 

Although Bishop Tow quotes from: the doe 
trine of Hlarold) Browne, and makes that of 
Jeremy Taylor his own, he writes in his fourth 
meditation, Phases of Holy Communion, the fol 
lowing lines which seem to speak of the real 
Presence under the species: “As we come te 
Holy Communion, filled at times with the sor 
row of penitence. at others, fervently asking 
for some long desired grace, or secking light 
and penee, there are other times when we pre- 


"Art. NANVITE, p. ase 
‘Exposition, Art NNVITT. po 709 
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fer to come simply to realise the presence of 
Jesus, this Presence which is so intensely real | 
that one fears to define or to limit, only to bow | 


down in humble adoration saying: my Lord is | 


here; only to repose in spirit like St. John 
upon the breast of divine love; only to recog- 


nize the breaking of Bread; only to realise His 


proximity and His power.** 


In many places one feels a contest between 
the desire to adhere to the generally received | 
Anglican opinions, and that piety which wants 
to go further. Henee the author shall content 
himself with a certain presence “very real.” | 
says he, “without seeking to be precise and to | 
penetrate the mystery.” 


In his meditation, Pouch me not,” he writes: 
“He (Jesus) is now ascended to His Father, 
nevertheless He is, by the power of Tis omnipo- 
tent divinity. here with us, now, very. really, 
most blessed in His presence in the Holy Sacra 
ment. T do not search for the when, the where, 
the how. 
to bless, to receive, to nourish, to strengthen 
the souls that come to Him. 
to touch Christ.” 

Kleswhere he says: ‘If any one wishes to 
know more at length, and asks with the people 
of the Synagogue at Capernaum: ‘How ean 


T believe that He is here to pardon, 


What we want is 


this man give us his flesh to eat?” we answer: 
God did not wish to tellus. Tt is a great and 
holy mystery which we shall not solve by the 
invention of a miraculous change and a pre 


tended 


sence and nccidents.” 


philosophical distinction between — es- 


PREJUDICE AGAINST + TRANSURBSTANTIATION, 


Since they are not concerned with the “how. 
they might refrain from systematically discard 
Inge transubstantiation. But there is a violent 
prejudice against this point of the dogma. Tt 
High 
Church, with the exception of the most  ad- 
vanced Ritualists 


is reqeeted at any cost even in’ the 


FULHAM PALACE CONFERENCE, 
However, according to more recent testi 
Monies, some research and progress have been 


“The Closed Door, p. 27 





made. In May, 1900, the diocesan conference 
of London decided to call a meeting for the 
purpose of discussing “The doctrine of the 
Holy Communion and its expression in ritual.” 
Consequently in October, 1900, a conference 
composed of clerical and lay members of th: 
Church of England, was held at Fulham Pal- 
ace under the presidency of the Rev. Dr, Wace. 
In a letter dated August 28, the Bishop of 
London had expressed a wish that each one of 
the fifteen members of the conference should 
prepare a written “declaration of his belief in 
regard to the divine gift in the Holy Commu- 
We quote from the published ‘Report 
of the Conference held at 
mans). 


nion.” 
Fulham” (Long 
The Bishop of London wrote: “It 
was my desire to gather various phases of 
theological opinions representing men used to 
a common language, and almost all belonging 
The object of the confer 


ence was to report opinions, and not to try to 


to the same school. 


elaborate new formulas.” 

The following declaration of Rev. N. Dimock 
was acepted as “the point of departure in’ the 
“My 
That in the consecration a 
change is effected 


doctrinal discussions of the sessions :” 
position bis Pack; 


n regard to the clements, 
which change may be called divine, a change 
which could not be effected except through the 
omnipotence of the Word of Christ, a change 
of use, not of substance nor of nature, grace 
adding itself to nature. @d. That in the use 
the consecrated clements are effieacious signs 
for the object of the rite, donation seals, and 
thus exhibitive substitutes of the things signi- 
fied of which they have the name in the distri- 
bution: whieh are thus really and truly taken 
and reecived by the faithful being really pres- 
ent through faith. 3d. That this real presence 
may truly be called an objective presence, be- 
cause faith is not of the imagination, and faith 
believes that only which is truly and objec- 
tively presented. But it is nota presence in or 
under the clements considered in’ themselves. 
though the negation of the trans. con. sub, in, 


ete. considered simply as modes of presence, 
does not belong to what is of faith.” 
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The enunciation of these theses is perhaps 
a fair sample of the embarrassed formulas full 
of restrictions and reticences, common among 
Anglican doctors. 

Mr. W. J. Birkbeck admits a real conversion 
through the consecration of the sacramental 
elements: “Fhe bread and the wine in the Holy 
Communion are after the consecration — the 
Body and the Blood of Christ, which they were 
not before” (“Report,” p. 19). And yet, af- 
ter his exposition, one is entitled to ask whether 
the elements have undergone any change, since 
“according to the order of nature the food re- 





mains the same as before, and has in no way | 


undergone any physical change.” No doubt | 


if this last point refers to the accidents and | 


appearances, the meaning may become ortho- 


dox, though a little more clearness and pre- | 


cision would be very desirable. 

The Rev. Canon Gore, whose theory in re- 
gard to the presence under the species we will 
develop later on, limits his exposition to this 
one point: the nature of the divine gift in the 
Holy Communion. He writes: “TI believe, as 
St. John relates, that our Lord has affirmed 
the principle that those who believed in’ Him 
should cat His Flesh and drink His Blood, and 


should thus eat Him with his whole personality, 
and should live through Him, in order to dwell 


in Him and to possess Him dwelling in them. | 


His Flesh and His Blood in a certain sense 
mean His humanity.’** 
“as GENERAL AGREEMENT.” 
In spite of different aspects of the question, 
and varying expressions, there is evidently 


quite a general agreement on the nature of the | 


Eucharistic gift received by the faithful in 
Holy Communion. Hooker had already noticed 
this general unahimity, “and it would be diffi- 
cult.” says Gore, “for members of the An- 
glican Church to speak differently, the lan- 
guage of. the Prayer Book being so constant 
and emphatic in regard to the reality and the 
character of the gift bestowed by the partici- 
pation in the bread and the wine.”* 


“Report, p. 20. 
+The Body of Christ, p. 52. 
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We find the same unanimity in the Anglican 
Church in regard to the identity of the Eucha 
ristie Body with Christ’s Body living among 
It would be dith 
cult to find theologians at variance with the 


men, put to death and risen. 


following clear formula of Jeremy ‘Paylor: 
“As to the question whether the Body of Clirist 
is really in the Sacrament, that is, that body, 
that flesh which was born of the Virgin Mary, 
that was crucified, died and was buried, I-an- 
swer: T know of no other body which Christ 
There 


is but one Body of Christ natural and glori 


may have had at one time or now has. 


fied: but he who says that this Body which was 
crucified, is glorified, says that it is the same 
body but not in the same manner; and it is the 
We eat Christ's Body 
and Blood that was broken and shed, for there 
is no other Body, no other Blood of Christ: but 


though it is the same which we eat and drink, 


same in the Sacrament. 


vet it is present in a different manner.** 

The work of the conference was harmonious 
on these points. A rather violent discussion 
was raised by the Rev. Dimock, who held, with 
Waterland, “that we are made partakers of the 
Body crucified directly, and consequently of the 
glorified Body.” Dr. Gore believes that it is 
more correct to reverse the above order, and to 
say that we are made partakers of the glorified 
Body, and consequently of the body that was 
crucified. 

The Anglican testimonies adduced so far 
mean a real reception rather than presence. 
Some writers are satisfied with this position, 
others would like to go further, but think it 
imprudent to do so: some others with Dr. Gore 
actually go further. and admit a presence real, 
objective, under the species, in the Sacrament, 
outside of the reception, 

Do not sav, “Oh, this is absurd, this is a dream, a 
vision.” It is a dream, and a vision, that we need so 
much nowadays. Prophets are always dreamers. That 
is what makes them really practical “There is om- 
nipotence in an idea once firmly held” 1 think it is 
Mr. Chesterton) (another of our prophets) who savs 
that the man who is called “practical” is generally the 
man who savs, “the thing can't be done” The dreamer 
is called “unpractical.” but he is generally the man 
who says, “It can be done.” — Selected. 


“Jeremy Tavlor, Real Presence, 1, UU. 
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SOME NOTES ON ARCHITECTURE IN 
IPS RELATION TO RELIGION, WITH 
SPECIAL REFERENCE ‘TO ‘THE 
ANGLICAN COMMUNION, 


By Carlton Strong. 


L. INTRODUCTION, 

The relation between Architecture and Re- 
ligion is of so intimate a nature that in its 
normal application the former becomes the out 
ward reflection of the very substance or per 
sonality represented by the doetrines which it 
svinbolizes, not however, as a monument or 
shaft commemorates a past event, but rather as 
the outward features depict the state or char 
acter of the life that lies behind therm. 

The subject of Church Architecture can 
not, therefore, be approached intelligently ex- 
cept through inquiry into the subject of the 
Church's Religion and the acquisition, at least, 
of a working knowledge of the characteristics 
of the mind and feeling of that wonderful and 
organic Institution. 

The anomalies which are everywhere to be 
observed ino modern Chureh buildings would 
seem to beschietly due to an unconscious want 
of co-operation on the part of their designers 
with the broader historical basis of the subject. 
a knowledge of which it should be their first duty 
to reflect in their work, 

In the confusion which exists with reference 
to the proper architectural treatment — of 
Church buildings in our day. it will doubtless 
eventually become clear that any consideration 
is bound to be inadequate which fails to recog- 
nize the mutual inter-dependence between the 
traditional, theoretical and practical phases of 
the subject and that sueh buildings are archi 
tecturally deficient if at fault ino any of these 
re speets 

The architectural clothing of the Chureh in 
each generation is subject to the law of de 
velopment and hence it) is that until recent 
times each historical “pe riod” in every country 
has natarally expressed itself in the architee 


tural idiom peentiar to its time and= people. 


= ABBE: MENDEL’s THEORY, 

If we accept the truth of Abbe Mendel’s 
theory of the law of development (which has 
recently been putting Darwinisin to flight), the 
progress of all living things is accomplished by 
a sort of kaleidoscopic process rather than by 
a growth or evolution through gradual assim: 
lation, the dominant factors asserting them- 
selves in increasing ratio. with each state of ad 
vancement, 

That the development of the architectural 
fabric of the Church has heretofore shown 
obedience to the same law with respect to pro- 
wressive expression is but another proof. of her 
vitality and tends to show the quickening: in 
fluence which she is capable of exerting upon 
art when practiced under normal conditions. 
Indeed we have but to observe her past to dis- 
cover the fallacy of those who would have us 
believe that she is analogous to a dead thing 
that has to be isolated from life and appear 
clothed in the garments of the past to remain 
“preserved” to us to-day, 

The same kaleidoscopic progress may be ob- 
served in the history of every vessel or instru- 
ment which has been employed in the propaga 
tion of the beliefs of the Church. Thus, in the 
creeds and liturgies, in the arts of musie and 
painting and in the modes of written and ver- 
bal instruction, we find essential continuity 
manifesting itself in outward diversity of ex- 
pression, Se long. therefore, as the Church 
reniains inoimen’s minds as a living organism 
she will show herself to men under the condi- 
tiens to whieh living things are subject. and 


will be to them the “ever ancient. vet ever new” 


_ institution which She has always been. 


To attempt the reproduction for the use of 
this day of the great architectural remains of 
the past is to Wholly miss the lesson taught us 


by the old builders, and this practice can no 


more beeome an adequate substitute for -a 
proper and normal architectural expression of 
the life of the Chureh of our own times. than 
would a reproduction of the customs of Wash- 
ington’s time he a true expression of our pres- 
ent national life, albeit American ideals actuate 


-~-. 
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what is done in both periods. And this con- 
clusion is not the less true if sometimes we are 
inclined to view with regret the loss of earlier 
customs which we should still like to see con 
tinted amongst us. 
HE SINTEENTH-CENTURY BREAK, 
In the changes which arose out of the lust 
' and avarice of a king in the sixteenth century, 
the English Chureh broke with her past. and 
acting under the persuasive influence of fraud 
and violence and without her canonical con- 
sent. ceased ino her outward and symbolic ex 
pression to be what she previously had been, 

Whatever the changes are which the future 
has in store for her, or however much she mey 
revive forgotten principles or restore beliefs 
once repudiated under the duress of the state, 
it is manifest that she can never again re-live 
the sixteenth century or again become the 
Church of pre-Reformation times, 

To emphasize this truth, if is necessary to 
review constantly the successive steps that led 
to the changed conditions which we find to day. 
in order that our views may have some relation 
to the facts and not be based. as is often) the 
case, upon the imagination. 

The Reformation changes, of course, began 
with Henry. but his pérsonal campaign was di 
rected merely towards over-riding the preju 
dices of Christendom against a violation of the 
obligations of matrimony. the looting of the 
monasteries for the immediate power of the 
spoils upon the conscience of his court, and the 

selection of a oman for Primate upon whose 
4 character he could rely for the most humiliat 
ing co-operation in his efforts to nullify the ef 
feets of the opposition of the Christian world 
which was personified in the Papacy. 

Except for the isolation of England’s Chureh 
from the Papaey because of this seandal. re 
ligious affairs remained practically the same 

during Henry's lifetime. Upon the death of 
Henry in 1547, Cranmer’s versatility of tem- 
per enabled him to satisfactorily serve as pri 
mate under Somerset, the usurper of the office 
| of protector to the boy King Edward VI. 
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CRANMER REFORMS THE LITURGY. 

Under the relaxation of restraint in this 
reign, Cranmer started in to reform — the 
Chureh’s services on lines laid down in Cardinal 
Quignon’s Breviary. liberal portions of — the 
preface to which were afterward used in’ the 
preface to the 1549) Book. and since retained 
in part in the preface to the present English 
Book of Common Praver. 

This plan of revision was soon abandoned for 
one inspired by the Lutheran books then in 
use in Germany, which came to be known as 
the first Praver Book of Mdward VI. prepared 
in 1548S and promulgated in 1549 by state au 
thority, without the actual canonical consent 
of the houses of convocation. 

Before this book was actually adopted, how 
ever, Cranmer had again changed his theologi 
cal base through the influence of persons repre 


y the Geneva movement, whom he enter 


vy 
FL 


sent 
tained for weeks at a time at his palace. Thus 
it happened that before the 1549) (Lutheran) 
book was actually in-use. the primate was at 
work on a Calvinistie version of the book, which 
was eventually issued in 1552, and he is found 
to be perseeuting and depriving sueh of his 
bishops as fail to understand the first book in 
the sttise which hie intends to more ek arly in 
corporate in the seeond book about to be is 
sued, i.e. in W558, 

All this was interrupted by the accession of 
Mary “Tudor, who restored unity with the 
Papacy. 

Upon Mary's application to himself of the 
methods of persuasion which Cranmer had long 
emploved towards his subject clergy. he readily 
re-canted his errors and dater re eanted his re 
cantation upon finding that his pliability: failed 
to win his sovereign’s confidence. as it) had 
hitherto done Upon the death of Mary, her 
half-sister Elizabeth ascended the throne pro 
fossedly as on Catholie, disposed to preserve 
Catholic unity, hut very soon showed her in 
sincerity hy breaking completely with the Pope. 
Whereupon the Church of England. again 
under duress of the State and the direction of 
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a compliant primate appointed for the purpose, 
returned to the expedients employed un Kd- 


ward's reign and adopted a compromise com- 


posite version of the Book of Common Prayer . 


compiled from the two previous editions. 

This book was made the official liturgy of the 
Church .of England by “Act of Parliament,” 
as the others had been and its adoption made a 
test of political patriotism and fidelity to the 
crown, 

And although this book was afterward re- 
vised and finally set forth in 1668, it has never 
recovered the Catholic ground held in’ the book 
of 1549. 

The alleged recognition of the king’s head-ship 
asenacted by Henry's Parliament was a forgery 
pure and simple, since the act omitted the qualify 
ings clause, “as far as God's law doth allow,” 
which the Bishops even under constraint in 
sisted on attaching to the King’s declaration 
ere thes allowed it to pitss in the convocation of 
153+. 

English Church architecture has only begun 
to recover from the blows which it) received 
from those acts of parliament which mutilated 
and in a measure destroyed the ancient liturgy 
of the 


church edifice was first stripped of statuary, 


English speaking people. As the 
relics, paintings, and other pious memorials of 
the Christian dead, so likewise ky the hand of 
sacrilegious tyranny, it was soon robbed also 
of its altar and tabernacle and doomed to be- 
come the huge barren skeleton) which every- 
Where throughout England bore mute witness 
to the Protestant character of the reformed re 
ligion until the Laudian reaction and the Ox- 
ford revival began to replace the altars that 
had been taken away and to restore other arehi 
tectural tokens of the ancient faith. 
\ COMPARISON FROM THE FRENCH REVOLUTION. 
And here it may be pertinent to insert the 
remarks in which a thoughtful writer, who was 
fortunate enough to eseape the terrors of the 
French Revolution, has summarized the main- 
springs of that period in language so applie- 
able to the Sixteenth Century Religious Revo- 


lution in England that, by the mere change of 
a few words, we are enabled to) see in his re 
marks a very vivid picture of the English re- 
ligious upheaval. 

On the French event, he says: 

“It has corroborated a general truth which can- 
not be too much studied, that is, that great convulsions 
in society never originate with the people. Left) to 
themselves, they may act seditiously, plunge into tem 
porary errors, and commit transient excesses. An in- 
tolerable degree of oppression has sometimes excited 
the sudden rising of a nation, but never did a popular 
systematic insurrection, and still less did a total sub- 
version of political order, ever accompany these oc- 
casional commotions.” 

“A State begins to be in danger when an attempt is 
made by men of rank and talent, as a Mirabeau and 
Talleyrand, to move the people by principles and to 
associate their passions with systems, Tf it be easy 
to calm the most turbulent, it is not so to pacify people 
rendered reasoners and mad enthusiasts in’ their er- 
rors. All is lost in republics when orators, demagogues 
and factious men make themselves masters of this ter- 
rible instrument, shape it, and direct it to the ruin of 
established institutions. All is lost when >the classes 
above the people stimulate their passions, entice them 
into the execution of their plots, make use of their de- 
lirum, flatter their interests, and cause them to effect, 
without their having a suspicion of it, a subversion pre- 
meditated by their corruptors. The French Revolution 
would never have acquired its organized and frightful 
character if unprincipled, ambitious and — profligate 
men among the superior orders of society had not led 
the people into the path of guilt, and had not trained 
their understandings as well as their hands to it. They 


perverted them by harangues and maxims; they en- 


couraged them by their examples; and while they  se- 


cured them with impunity, they chained them to a per- 
petual revolution by the terror of chastisement on the 
return of order and of the laws.” 


“The end of this farrago of horrors, of popular 


murders, of prisoners butchered, of palaces reduced to 


ashes, of houses burnt, of tombs profaned, of property 
ravaged, of innocence proscribed, of guilt clerated, of 
hanging, drowning and shooting, is, finally, that the 
conquering Revolution has destroyed the philosophical 
Revolution.” 

That the “conquering revolution” of Cran- 
mer, by preventing the participation of Eng- 
land in the real reforms of the Council of Trent. 
destroyed the higher benefits to be derived from 
the “philosophical revolution” common to all 
of Europe in that period, has often been pointed 
out by Anglican writers. 
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The same characteristics mark the whole 
history of the radical changes “by law estab 
lished.” since none of them were ever lawfully 
sanctioned by proper canonical action and are 
therefore only binding upon the conscience of 
those who are willing to recognize the enact 
ments of an English Parliament, acting under 
compulsion of a tyrannical sovereign, to be su 
perior to the normal ceclesiastical enactments 
recognized by Christendom at large. 

THINGS CAN NEVER BE JUST THE SAME AGAIN, 


As it is obviously impossible to adequately 





cover this subject in an article of this kind, the | 


foregoing cutline is given to sustain the asser 
tion that the Anglican Church has, through the 


pressure of the state, been brought to abandon | 


the position occupied by her in pre-Reforma 
And although it be admitted that 


this was accomplished by violence and fraud 


tien times. 


for purposes that were essentially evil in them 
selves, if is, nevertheless, absurd to suppose that 
the English Chureh can now -altogether and in 
all particulars return to the state in whieh she 
then was or that a reproduction of the cus 
toms of that day properly represents her in 
this. We may net unreasonably hope to re 
cover communion with the Apostolic See, but 
neither the Church of England nor the Chureh 
of Rome can ever be again just what they were 
before the 16th century. 
Indeed, had = = the Chureh 


Reformed and po important changes taken 


remained un 


place since the revision of the Sarum Use by 
St. Osmond after the Conquest. it would) still 
he true that the Architectural usige of the 
middle aees, however beautiful. should not be 
blindly rubber-stamped into the usages of our 
day. 

To do so is not the lesson to be learned from 
for they fol 


lowed the principles of dleve lopment sO logically 


the designers of the olden time. 


themselves that oa ehanee traveler of to-day 
finds pleasure in naming the periods in which 
he finds the several parts of interesting ex 
amples to have heen constructed 

To be content therefore, with a mere repro 


duction of forms expressive of a past age not 
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immediately related to our own, is to do vio 
lence to that definition which declares taste to 
be a “knowledge of the fitness of things’ and 
to assume in practice that the preservation of 
such is more important than the continual ap 
plication of those living principles of building 
to which such forms owe their origin. 

Tt may, of course, be argued that the course 
here criticised is made NECESSAPY heeause we live 
in an age when art no longer lives in a con 
structive sense, and that all good work of to- 
day is only good in so far as it faithfully re 
produces the periods of the past. 

This is undoubtedly truce, so far as it goes, 
and is generally admitted, but it is after all 
only a partial statement of the case, since ina 
higher sense good work must. in the last analy 
sis. be inspired by principle rather than by 
form. so that the fundamental causes of the 
“soodness” of it will be the same as they ever 
were, 

This archaclovieal method, reduced to the 
science of applying classified antique forms to 
the solution of every problem. was probably 
the initial cause of the very conditions whieh 
it is now emploved to mitigate, and unfor 
tunately, tends to make them permanent, since 
it serves to bring inte contempt every indi 
vidual effort to cast off ao slavish devotion to 
the i riods.” 

Tn one sense, it would seem to be better to 
risk a certain amount of failure for a time if 
in the end we should again recover the means 
of logically expressing architectural ideals in 
forms that would leave behind us the imprint of 
our own generation. 

Unfortunately, the interested influenee of the 
“up-to-date” schools forms a powerful “lobby” 
against such a revival, sinee if the method of 
emploving push pe riods is onee discredited, the 
modern arehitectural sehools will lose what 
the kd Conceive to In the special mission of all 
sound architectural instruction, 

(Continued.) 
about the 


For particulars Anglo-Roman 


Union sce page 3 of cover. 











as allied 


welt z 


. 


ae 


* eat 
~ hye - 
a 


46 VT OMNES UNUM SINT 4 


ANGLICAN ORDERS. 


Movron’s Nove. The above we hope to make a 
permanent heading in'Vie Lame. Our Dousre 
Wreness, indicated by the two flames of the lamp 
upon the cover, hus alicays heen to the JUKI 
pivino Primacy of the Roman See and the Valid 
idity of Anglican Orders, but the preponderance 
of consideration has from the start been given 
to the former, because our enterprise has been 
primarily one of education and not of defence. 
Vet it is only right that we should “he ready 
aleays to give an answer to every man that 
asheth a reason” (LT Pet. iti, V5) of the certitude 
of our faith concerning the genuineness of the 
priesthood and sacraments of the Church to 
which we belong and in pursuance of that end 
it is our purpose to publish under the above 
heading from month to month selected or con 
tributed articles upon the subject. Our own 
share in the conduct of this department will 
simply be to edit the matter in hand and pre 
sent it in as orderly and condensed a form as 
possible ° 

Ohijection V, 

It is argued that because the ceremony of 
grmng t chalice and poten to the ordinand is 
omitted from the Enelish ordinal and no clear 
mention is made of the Eucharistic sacrifice the 


entire vite is invalidated. 


rik ANswenr,* 
By vir Revo d ! DBitcteruan, M \.. Librarian of 
Pusey Tonse. Ort / 


7. ts to the ceremonial omission. just men 


tioned 


In the Latin ordination of a presbyter for 


some eteht or nine centuries there das been oa 


ceremony in which the ordaining bishop pre 
sents to the ordinand the chalice with wine and 


water sand the paten wifh host. savin. “Re 


ceive authority to Offer suerities to God and to 
celebrate masses as well for the quick as the 
dead in the Thetbnyes of thre Lord. 


(a) Now in the seventeenth contury the 
Taken from What hie 


front hare heen made ¢ 
Bnaglish Orders 


Bu the Rev FOB. Brightman. Church 
Historical Societu, Tract No. VI 


Roman controversialist denied the validity of 
our rite on the ground that it did not contain 
this ceremony. Tt was the doctrine at least of 
a school of theologians that in it.and the words 
accompanying it consisted the matter and form 
of the ordination: and in the fifteenth century 
Pope Bugenius IV had formally luid down this 
doctrine. And when it was not treated as the 
substance of the sacrament as apart from. the 
imposition of hands, it was made a part of the 
substance as conveying the principal power of 
the priesthood, as by Bellarmine. But in. the 
course of the seventeenth century this doetrine 
was shown to be groundless: the ceremony had 
heen unknown for a thousand years, and was 
purely Roman. being unknown ino other rites, 
ind therefore could not be essential to ordina 
tion, “Phe objection in this form therefore had 
to be abandoned. 


(h) Tt is now used. if at all, in a different 
shape: itis said that even though the cers 


mony is unessential its removal is) the index 
of a change of intention: it is a sign of the 
rejection of the saerifiee of the Eucharist. 
But to this it may be answered — first, that the 
connexion of the ceremony with the idea of 
stcrifice in particulury as distinguished from 
eclebration ino general, is) not NECESSALY, since 
St. "Phomas, who treats it as part of the “mat 
ters” connects it not with saerifiee, which he 
docs not mention in relation to it, but with con 
secration. (Swmma, ii. sup. 37. $5). And, 
secondly, it is byw no means clear that it) was 
removed from our rite on any such ground as 

lewed. Tn the first book ‘of Edward VIL 
While the mention of snerifiee was suppressed 
and “to minister the holy sacraments’ substi 
tuted. the delivery of the chaliee and paten 
Wits retained: ma it Wits only removed in the 
second book as a detail in the simplification. of 
ceremonial which characterized that book. and 
is having no scriptural ground. 

I] ts to the Eucharistic Sacrifice. 

(7) "Phe Chureh ordains to an order and an 
otfier, 


nd not to any specifies function apper 
toinine to the order Whatever the office in 


cludes. according to the terms of its institution 








andl the p 
the office. 
than our 
is not nee 
or any of 
larmine’s 
is not ree 
sacramen 
is the ac 
hedtiis, tf 
hut the 
sary “to 
but whi 
(b) 
specitied 
In the « 
still the 
no ally 
presbyt 
cnuse WI 
rite of 
ings me 
bolauneds 
wifts a 
direeti« 
LT helic 
luce te 
nitions 
Holy 
erence 
the st. 
priest 
(ec) 
thorit 
thou 
holy 


The | 
stipe 
than 
Me™ 
than 
that 
agal 
brat 
conf 


wou 

















ind the purpose of our Lord, is conferred in 
the office. Tt can include neither more nor less 
than our Lord intended it to include. and it 
is not necessary to specify or even to intend all 
or any of the functions that belong to it. Bel- 
larmine’s words are applicable again here: “It 
is not required that the purpose for which the 
sacrament Was instituted be intended.” as well 
ws the action itself. " "What the Church does’ 
means, not the end and purpose of the action, 
hut the action itself." “Again, it is mot neces 
sary “to intend to do what the Church intends. 
but what the Chureh does.” 

(b) Again, the function of sacrifice is not 
specified in’ forms acknowledged to be valid. 
In the old Roman rite, and in fact in what is 
still the proper “form” in that crite, there is 
no allusion to sacrifice in the case. either of 
presbyter or oof bishop. The same is” the 
case with the ancient Gallican rite; and the 
rite of the Orthodox Bastern Chureh lias noth 
ing more explicit than the words “to stand 
blamelessiy at Thine altars’ and “to offer 
vifts and spiritual sacrifices.” And. in anothes 
direction, in the articles on order in the Samama, 
I helieve St. Thomas does not ~~ much as al 
lude to sacrifice, and in the corresponding deti 
nitions in the Orthodox Confession of the 
Holy astern Church there is no explicit: ref 
erence to sacrifice, nor any reference at all in 
the statement of the essential character of the 
pric sthood 

(ce) Again, in the English Ordinal the au 
thority is implicitly conferred in the words, *B: 
thou a faithful dispenser... 0.) of Ths 
holy sacraments.” and ‘’Pake thou authority 
raat ee! to minister the holy sacraments.” 
The sacrifice of the Bueharist is not something 
stuperadded to the saerament: it cannot be more 
than issineluded in “Do this in remembrance of 
Me": whatever it is or is not it eannot he more 
than is covered by “the perpetual memory of 
that THis precious death until His coming 
again.” Tn conferring the authority te cel 
brate the Eucharist the Chureh cannot) help 
conferring the power of sacrifice, even if) she 
would. 
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(7) Had the Church of Moghind denied the 
sucrifiee it could not affeet her orders. sinee 
even heresy does not invalidate the saera 
ments: but, in facet. the attitude of the Chureh 
in the sixteenth century in respect of this mat 
ter is intelligible enough. ‘Phe men of that 
ye riod were confronted with a practical SVs 
tem which invelved many abuses, and with 
opinions which in themselves and in thei con 
sequences were felt to be indefensible and in 
tolerable. On the other hand, there was no 
authorized and authoritative doctrine to whieh 
to appeal as against these opinions. Tt is rr 
markable how littl: attempt there isctin the mid 
dle ages to formulate the doctrine of the sacri 
fiee of the Bucharist, and how. little theological 
interest is spent upon it. “Phere dre very few 
Xplicit statements, as is clear cnough from the 
later discussions, and such as they are, some of 
them at least are what no one would be con 
cerned to deny and what it cannot be pretended 
for a moment the Church of Englund has de 
nied. That whieh is offered and consecrated 
by the priest can be called a saerifice and an 
oblation, Drecentase it is the THeTHORS and repre 
sentation of the trae saerifiee and the holy 
immmolation made on the altar of the crass. Ane 
Christ) died onee on the cross, and was) there 
imolated in Tlimself: buat day by day The is 
Immnolated in the saerament  beeause in the 
saermunent a remembrance is made of that whieh 
was done once.” Phese are Peter Lombard’s 
words. Nwaing Phe celebration of the saera 
ment ds called the immnolation of Chiaist oan two 
crounads : first. becuse ~ it is a eertain 
Image representative of the Passion of Christ, 
that is of His trie imimolation 


Wise as reaards the effeet of Chirist’s Passion. 


ind other 


heeause namely by this sacrament we sare pnsncle 
partakers of the fruit of the Lord’. Passion.” 
This is the statement of St. "Phonrats Aquin Is 
(Summa, iii, S38. 8 1.) No one will deny that 
the Chareh of England has explicitly ass rted 


at least so mueh The deeree of the Couneil 


of Trent. ten vears after our Ordinal was com 
piled, was the first offieial formulation of the 
of the ind the debate in the 


doetrine she rifiew. 
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twenty-second session which issued in’ this de 
cree * cnough to show how little clearness of 
conception there was on the whole subject and 
on the rationale of the sacrifice, while “sacri 
tice” is so equivocal a term that eve rything de 
pends upon what idea is attached to it. And 
this decree was the beginning, not the end, of 
a discussion which has been going on ever 
since, and that not a very successful discussion, 
if only because many Roman theologians have 
heen trying to find a theory along a line on 
Which, in fact, they must come in collision with 
the Epistle to the Helre Ws, and so justify the 
criticism which has been directed against any 
doctrine of the sacrifice at all. In England, at 
least when the storm of the Reformation began 
to subside, our theologians asserted the sacri 
tice, and some of them on lines truer and more 
hopeful than many of the Roman school, and 
that without so much as a thought that they 
were doing other than expressing the mind of | 
the Church of England, or that they were going 
counter to the “Thirty first) Article, which, se 
far as its own words go, and whatever muy have 
heen the opinions of the period in which, or of 
throse by whom, it) was composed, denounces 
only a popular opinion which represented the 
Sacrifices of Masses in a) shape which inter 
ferod with the TR LE sufficieney of the Cross. 
In the form in whieh the objection to our 
f the 
sacrifice of the Body ind Blood of Christ 
erities are demanding of us more than is ex 
pressed in their own Ordinal or Missal Phere 
is no such phrase to be found in the text of the 
Roman Missal nor anything that without 


Ordinal is put, that it stv nothing 


® our 


glossing can be mad ON tlent to it.* 


PDTPORS MALT. BAG 


AS POPUEAKR VIFW OF CANON XIX 
Dear Laur 
T send vou a cops of our leading daily with a letter 
toe whieh T call vour attention 


bh. W. Hosver 
New Orleans, Ta. Jan. 7, 1900 


“See Reinkens and Friedrich in Reeue internationals 
te Theoloaie, Jan-Mareh, 1895, pp. 1-29 


fo the Editor of The Times-Democrat: 

Ihe tollowing notice in your paper of this date eal 
for more than passing mention, for it is a harbinger of 
good things and an event at which all should rejoice 
The notice reads: “To-night the second service in the 
Week of Prayer will be held at St. Paul's Episcopal 
Church. Rev. Benjamin Lawrence of the Coliseum 
Place Baptist Chureh will preach, his subject being 
‘God's Faithfulness; Man's) Responsibility.” 

The last general convention of the Protestant Epis 
copal Church passed a law, called Canon 19, whiet 
opened the pulpits of Episcopal Churches to ministers 
ef all) religious bodies and brought the Protestant 
Episcopal Church into line with all the other Protest 
unt) Churches. 

As far as Louisiana is concerned, | believe the honor 
of bringing to pass this result is to be attributed to suc 
cessive events. Dr. Warner, or Dr. Wells, was the tirst 
to break the iow with an address from a Congrega 
tionalist at Christ or Trinity, under the auspices of the 
Chureh Chiés. This was followed by a Thanksgiving 
service by Dr. Edbrooke at Grace Chureh, at) whieh 
addresses were given by Jews and Christians and, if I 
um not mistaken, the benediction was given by a Jew 
ish) Rabbi And now we have St. Pauls Church with 
cosermon from a leading Baptist minister of this city 

Time was when no one but a man whe had received 
Episcopal ordination could officiate in) an Episcopal 
Church, but Canon 19 has broken down this barrier 

Iocan readily understand why the Catholic Chureh, 
aiming as it dees to come from God, should net open 
its pulpits to ministers of all religious bodies, for that 
Church could net afford to have its members confused 
in their faith by the contradrictory doctrines of the ex 
ponents of the various Protestant denominations, but 
why the Protestant Episcopal Chureh should have had 
+ closed pulpit) to fellow Protestant ministers fer se 
tans Years is incomprehensible, Why the Protestant 
Episcopal Church, founded by King Henry VIII, should 
have wlosed its pulpits, for example, to the followers 
of saintly Jobn Wesley, is strange, to say the least. 

I say. therefore, that the opening of the pulpits of 
Episcopal Churches to ministers of all religious bodies 
by othe blast comvention of the Protestant Episcopal 
Church and the consequent recognition of the minis- 
ters of all religious bodies as ministers of Christ's 
Church of equal authority with those of the Protestant 
Episcopal Church are good things. and the practical 
setting forth of these faets by the preaching of a 
Baptist minister on January 3 in St. Paul's Episcopal 
Church is an event worthy of more than passing re- 
mark, for it is something for which Catholies, as well 
ts Protestants of all types and doctrines, should rejoice 

Yours truly, 


T. J. Perers 
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